

















Background:	 There	 is	 considerable	 literature	 on	 well-being	 at	 work,	 the	 well-being	




established	 predictors	 (job	 characteristics,	 coping	 styles	 and	 personality).	 Methods:	
The	survey	included	established	measures	of	well-being	and	the	newly	developed	PCF	




personality;	 PFC;	 work	 behaviours	 and	 job	 attitudes;	 work-life	 balance;	 and	 positive	
and	 negative	 well-being.	 While	 the	 PFC	 variables	 were	 significantly	 associated	 with	
well-being	 outcomes	 in	 univariate	 analyses,	 these	 effects	 were	 no	 longer	 significant	
when	 established	 predictors	 were	 included	 in	 the	 analyses.	 Conclusion:	 Effects	
attributed	 to	 PFC	may	 reflect	 other	 organisational	 and	 individual	 variables.	 The	 new	
short	items	can	be	used	in	future	studies	of	the	well-being	of	workers.	This	will	lead	to	
an	 increase	 in	 our	 knowledge	 and	 the	 development	 of	 new	 models	 that	 can	 be	 of	
theoretical	and	practical	significance.	
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2008).	 This	 model	 was	 initially	 developed	 to	 examine	 the	 stress	 process.	 Mark	 and	 Smith	(2008)	 suggest	 that	 it	 is	 desirable	 to	 have	 a	 model	 that	 includes	 negative	 and	 positive	 job	characteristics,	 individual	 experiences,	 and	 subjective	 appraisals	 of	 perceived	 stress	 and	 job	satisfaction.	 The	 variables	were	 categorised	 as	work	 demands,	work	 resources	 (e.g.	 control,	support),	 individual	 differences	 (e.g.	 coping	 style,	 attributional	 style),	 and	 outcomes.	 The	model	was	intended	as	a	framework	into	which	any	relevant	variables	could	be	included	and	in	the	present	study	variables	related	to	Psychological	Contract	Fulfilment	(PCF)	were	included.		Another	 methodological	 feature	 of	 this	 well-being	 research	 has	 been	 to	 develop	 short	measures	that	are	highly	correlated	with	longer	validated	scales	(Williams,	2015;	Williams	and	Smith,	2012,	2018a,	2018b,	2018c;	Williams	et	al.,	2017;	Williams,	Pendlebury,	&	Smith,	2017;	Williams,	Thomas,	&	Smith,	2017).	These	short	measures	were	shown	to	be	highly	correlated	with	the	longer	scales,	and	the	correlation	was	often	greater	than	those	between	single	items	and	scale	totals	from	the	longer	measures.	The	single	items	were	also	shown	to	have	the	same	predictive	 validity	 as	 the	 longer	 versions	 and	 had	 good	 test-re-test	 reliability.	 Additional	variables	 have	 been	 added	 to	 the	 DRIVE	model	 (e.g.	 ethnicity	 variables	 –	 Capasso,	 Zurlo,	 &	Smith,	 2016,	 2016b,	 2016c,	 2018;	 Zurlo,	 Vallone,	 &	 Smith,	 2018;	 role	 conflict,	 change	 and	bullying	–	Smith	et	al.,	2009),	as	have	short	items	related	to	well-being	(e.g.	cognitive	fatigue	–	Smith,	2018;	 training	attitudes	–	Nor	&	Smith,	2018;	health-related	behaviours,	absenteeism,	presenteeism	and	musculoskeletal	disorders	–	Fan	&	Smith,	2017;	Smith	&	Smith,	2017;	noise	and	academic	attainment	–	Smith,	2017;	quality	of	life	and	strategies	for	working	away	–	Smith,	Smith,	&	Jelley,	2018).			The	 Psychological	 Contract	 is	 the	 exchange	 relationship	 between	 the	 organisation	 and	employee	where	the	employee	offers	an	obligation	to	the	organisation	and	the	organisation	in	return	will	appreciate	this	obligation	with	some	terms	and	agreement	(Rousseau,	1989).	When	a	breach	of	the	Psychological	Contract	occurs,	employees	may	exhibit	negative	emotions	such	as	anger,	disappointment	and	betrayal	and	may	cease	to	work	efficiently	and	intend	to	quit	the	organisation	 (Robinson	 et	 al.,	 1994).	 The	 model	 proposed	 by	 Guest	 (1989)	 describes	 the	attitudinal	 and	 behavioural	 effects	 related	 to	 changes	 in	 the	 Psychological	 Contract	(Background	factors:	individual;	organisational.	State:	fairness;	trust;	“the	delivery	of	the	deal”.	Attitudinal	 consequences:	 organisational	 commitment;	 work	 satisfaction;	 employment	relations;	 work-life	 balance;	 job	 security.	 Behavioural	 consequences:	 motivation;	organisational	 citizenship;	and	 intention	 to	stay/quit).	There	 is	 little	 research	examining	key	antecedents	 and	 consequences	 of	 the	 PCF	 in	 the	 same	 study.	 Similarly,	 there	 is	 a	 lack	 of	research	examining	the	effect	of	PCF	on	well-being.	Most	of	the	research	on	PCF	has	explored	attitudes	and	behavioural	outcomes,	but	very	little	has	looked	at	the	well-being	of	employees.			A	 key	 variable	 in	 PCF	 is	 Organisational	 Commitment	 (OC)	 which	 refers	 to	 the	 employee’s	attitudes	and	behaviours	 that	 can	help	 the	organisation	 to	 achieve	 its	 goals	 and	at	 the	 same	time	maintains	 the	 strong	 desire	 of	 the	 employee	 to	 stay	 as	 a	 member	 of	 the	 organisation	(Steers,	 1977).	 There	 has	 been	 some	 previous	 research	 on	 OC	 and	 well-being	 (Coetzee	 &	Rothmann,	2005;	Nikolaou	&	Tsaousis,	2002;	Panaccio	&	Vandenberghe,	2009;	Siu,	2002),	with	results	confirming	that	high	OC	is	associated	with	greater	well-being.	Another	key	variable	in	this	 research	 has	 been	 work-life	 balance	 (WLB)	 which	 has	 been	 defined	 as	 the	 absence	 of	conflict	between	work	and	personal/family	matters	(Frone,	2003;	Frone	et	al.,	1992;	Quick	et	al.,	2004).	There	is	extensive	research	showing	that	WLB	influences	well-being	(Feigon	et	al.,	2018;	Haar	et	al.,	2014;	Yu,	Manku,	&	Backman,	2018),	with	good	WLB	being	associated	with	greater	well-being.		
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Respondents’	Demographic	Profile	Variable		 Response	Category	 Frequency	 Percentage	(%)	Age	 20-30	years	31-40	years	41-50	years	51-60	years	61-70	years	
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Measures	Factor	analyses	led	to	the	groups	of	variables	shown	in	Table	2	(with	their	factor	loadings).		
RESULTS	
Stages	of	Analysis	There	were	two	main	stages	in	the	analyses.	The	first	examined	associations	between	the	PCF	factor	scores	(PCF;	work	behaviours;	job	attitudes	and	WLB)	and	the	well-being	outcomes.	The	second	 examined	 these	 associations	 adjusting	 for	 the	 effects	 of	 the	 established	 predictors	(negative	work	characteristics;	positive	work	characteristics;	positive	coping;	negative	coping	and	personality).			








Factor	structure	of	the	antecedents	and	outcomes	of	PCF.	Item	 Negative	Work	Characteristics	 Positive	Work	Characteristics	 Positive	Coping	 Negative	Coping	 Personality	 PCF	 Work	Behaviour	Extrinsic	Effort	 .775	 	 	 	 	 	 	Work	Demand	 .824	 	 	 	 	 	 	Role	Understanding	 .617	 	 	 	 	 	 	Consultation	of	Change	 .516	 	 	 	 	 	 	Workplace	Bullying	 .650	 	 	 	 	 	 	Work	Control	 	 .741	 	 	 	 	 	Colleagues	Support	 	 .841	 	 	 	 	 	Supervisor	Support	 	 .816	 	 	 	 	 	Reward		 	 .839	 	 	 	 	 	Problem-Focused	 	 	 .664	 	 	 	 	Social	Support	 	 	 .750	 	 	 	 	Wishful	Thinking	 	 	 .615	 	 	 	 	Self-Blame	 	 	 	 .811	 	 	 	Avoidance	 	 	 	 .813	 	 	 	Openness	 	 	 	 	 .660	 	 	Conscientiousness	 	 	 	 	 .767	 	 	Extraversion	 	 	 	 	 .622	 	 	Agreeableness	 	 	 	 	 .796	 	 	Emotion	Stability	 	 	 	 	 .817	 	 	Self-Esteem	 	 	 	 	 .850	 	 	Self-Efficacy	 	 	 	 	 .894	 	 	Optimism	 	 	 	 	 .842	 	 	PC1	 	 	 	 	 	 .883	 	PC2	 	 	 	 	 	 .874	 	PC3	 	 	 	 	 	 .908	 	PC4	 	 	 	 	 	 .895	 	Altruism	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .734	Courtesy	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .836	Conscientiousness	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .843	Sportsmanship	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .739	Civic	Virtue	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .713	WES	 	 	 	 	 	 	 .624	Item	 Job	Attitude	 Positive	Well-being	 Negative	Well-being	 WLB	Affective	Commitment	 .706	 	 	 	Employment	Relation	 .662	 	 	 	Motivation	1	 .552	 	 	 	Motivation	2	 .656	 	 	 	Job	Satisfaction	 .779	 	 	 	Job	Security	 .535	 	 	 	Turnover	Intention	 .751	 	 	 	Job	Stress	 .510	 	 	 	GWB1	 	 .809	 	 	GWB2	 	 .805	 	 	Flourishing	 	 .782	 	 	SWLS	 	 .797	 	 	Positive	Affect	 	 .774	 	 	Uplifting	 	 .596	 	 .	Anxiety	 	 	 .631	 	Depression	 	 	 .742	 	Negative	Affect	 	 	 .726	 	Negative	General	Health	 	 	 .680	 	
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Life	Interferes	Work	(WLB)	 	 	 	 .657	Work	Interferes	Life	(WLB)	 	 	 	 .535	Outside	Work	Stress	1	 	 	 	 .811	Outside	Work	Stress	2	 	 	 	 .730	Hassle	 	 	 	 .467	
	
Table	3	
PFC	and	predictors	of	positive	well-being		Variable	 Beta	 S.E.	 Standardised	beta	 t	 Sig.	 CI	95%	lower	bound	 CI	95%	upper	bound	(Constant)	 -.002	 .526	 	 -.005	 .996	 -1.041	 1.036	Health	Status	 -.186	 .086	 -.139	 -2.154	 .033	 -.357	 -.015	+ve	Work	Characteristic	 .240	 .071	 .240	 3.405	 .001	 .101	 .380	+ve	Coping	 .245	 .082	 .245	 2.990	 .003	 .083	 .406	Personality	 .502	 .095	 .502	 5.293	 .000	 .315	 .690	PCF	 .079	 .079	 .079	 .998	 .320	 -.077	 .235		A	 similar	 analysis	was	 carried	 out	 including	work	 behaviours,	 job	 attitudes	 and	WLB	 factor	scores.	Work	behaviour	and	WLB	were	no	longer	significant	when	the	established	predictors	were	 included	 (see	 Table	 4).	 In	 the	 case	 of	 job	 attitudes,	 these	 now	 showed	 the	 opposite	pattern	 of	 association	 to	 the	 univariate	 analysis,	 with	 high	 job	 attitude	 scores	 going	 with	reduced	well-being.		
Table	4	
Attitudes,	Behaviours,	WLB	and	Predictors	of	Positive	Well-being		Variable	 Beta	 S.E.	 Standardised	beta	 t	 Sig.	 CI	95%	lower	bound	 CI	95%	upper	bound	(Constant)	 -.165	 .423	 	 -.391	 .696	 -1.001	 .670	+ve	Work	Characteristic	 .192	 .079	 .192	 2.432	 .016	 .036	 .347	-ve	Work	Characteristic	 .139	 .068	 .139	 2.028	 .044	 .004	 .274	+ve	Coping	 .249	 .065	 .249	 3.798	 .000	 .119	 .378	Personality	 .741	 .082	 .741	 9.076	 .000	 .580	 .903	Job	Attitude	 -.610	 .065	 -.610	 -9.317	 .000	 -.739	 -.480	Work	Behaviour	 -.108	 .068	 -.108	 -1.583	 .116	 -.244	 .027	Work-Life/Stress	 .059	 .059	 .059	 .993	 .322	 -.058	 .176		These	analyses	were	repeated	using	the	negative	well-being	outcomes	as	dependent	variables.	Again,	PCF	was	no	 longer	significant	 (see	Table	5)	and	neither	were	work	behaviours	or	 job	attitudes.	Good	WLB	remained	negatively	associated	with	the	negative	outcomes	(see	Table	6).		
Table	5		





Attitudes,	Behaviours,	WLB	and	Predictors	of	Negative	Well-being		Variable	 Beta	 S.E.	 Standardised	beta	 t	 Sig.	 CI	95%	lower	bound	 CI	95%	upper	bound	(Constant)	 -2.049	 .482	 	 -4.247	 .000	 -3.002	 -1.096	Health	Status	 .571	 .082	 .426	 6.930	 .000	 .408	 .733	-ve	Work	Characteristic	 .388	 .078	 .388	 4.982	 .000	 .234	 .543	-ve	Coping	 .336	 .063	 .336	 5.337	 .000	 .212	 .461	+ve	Coping	 .189	 .075	 .189	 2.525	 .013	 .041	 .336	Job	Attitude	 .061	 .075	 .061	 .819	 .414	 -.086	 .209	Work	Behaviour	 .138	 .078	 .138	 1.763	 .080	 -.017	 .292	WLB	 -.350	 .068	 -.350	 -5.161	 .000	 -.483	 -.216	
	
DISCUSSION	The	aim	of	the	research	described	here	was	to	integrate	research	on	PCF	and	well-being.	Two	models	were	used	to	address	this	issue.	The	DRIVE	model	(Mark	&	Smith,	2008)	was	used	to	represent	the	well-being	process.	This	model	 includes	 job	demands,	 job	resources,	 individual	differences,	 job	 appraisals	 (perceived	 stress	 and	 job	 satisfaction)	 and	 positive	 and	 negative	outcomes.	The	Guest	(1989)	model	includes	background	factors	such	as	characteristics	of	the	individual	 and	 organisation,	 and	 then	 describes	 PCF	 in	 terms	 of	 Fairness,	 Trust	 and	 the	“Delivery	 of	 the	 Deal”.	 Attitudinal	 consequences	 of	 PCF	 follow	 and	 these	 include	 OC,	 job	satisfaction,	 employment	 relations,	 WLB	 and	 job	 security.	 The	 behavioural	 consequences	associated	 with	 PCF	 include	 increased	 motivation,	 organisational	 citizenship	 and	 increased	intention	to	stay	in	the	job.					In	 our	 previous	 paper	 (Ahmad	 et	 al.,	 2018)	 we	 described	 the	 development	 of	 short	 items	measuring	 aspects	 of	 PCF	 and	 the	 attitudinal	 and	 behavioural	 consequences.	 These	 were	validated	 by	 examining	 correlations	 with	 the	 original	 longer	 scales	 from	 which	 they	 were	developed.	The	results	revealed	high	correlations	(often	 in	the	range	of	0.7-0.8)	between	the	new	 short	 items	 and	 the	 longer	 versions.	 PCF	 was	 negatively	 correlated	 with	 negative	 job	characteristics	and	was	positively	correlated	with	job	resources.	PCF	was	negatively	correlated	with	avoidance	coping	and	was	positively	correlated	with	the	Big	5	dimensions	of	personality	(openness;	 conscientiousness;	 extraversion;	 agreeableness;	 and	 emotional	 stability)	 and	 the	positive	personality	dimensions	of	self-esteem,	self-efficacy,	and	optimism.			The	analyses	presented	in	the	present	article	showed	that	PCF,	job	attitudes,	work	behaviours	and	WLB	were	associated	with	positive	outcomes	and	negatively	correlated	with	the	negative	outcomes.	However,	when	the	established	predictors	of	well-being	(job	characteristics,	coping	and	personality)	were	included	in	the	regressions,	the	associations	between	PCF,	job	attitudes	and	 work	 behaviours	 and	 well-being	 were	 no	 longer	 significant.	 This	 finding	 confirms	 the	results	obtained	by	Smith	and	Smith	(2017)	when	they	used	very	short	measures	of	the	well-being	process	and	PCF.		The	present	study	was	intended	to	form	the	basis	for	future	research	by	developing	integrating	models	 of	 well-being	 and	 PCF.	 The	 important	 contribution	 of	 the	 present	 article	 was	conducting	 multi-variate	 analyses	 to	 determine	 whether	 PCF	 and	 its	 attitudinal	 and	behavioural	consequences	are	associated	with	well-being	outcomes	when	organisational	and	individual	 factors	 are	 statistically	 controlled.	 The	present	 study	had	 a	 cross-sectional	 design	which	makes	it	difficult	to	assign	causality.	 	Future	research	should	use	a	longitudinal	design,	preferably	with	 interventions	 aimed	 at	 improving	 PCF	 and	 the	 consequences	 of	 it.	 It	 is	 also	
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